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Art Unit: 3653 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-22, 24-33, 35-37, 39-43 and 45-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Zerhusen et al (US 2003/0052787 A1). 

Zerhusen discloses a point of care system having a cabinet (100 or 370) with a 
secure compartment (140, 200 or 300), handles (126), a pylon assembly (see figure 8), 
docking assembly (2300) (see figures 144-147), computer (12), display (24), said 
terminal displaying clinical information and non-clinical information. See figures 132- 
143 and paragraphs 5 and 7, for example. See also paragraphs 8, 14, 15, 32, 86, 97, 
112, 121, 122, 171-174, 177, 178, 186, 203, 208 and 21 1-218, for example. Figure 42 
illustrates a touch screen. Figures 43, 56-63 and 132-143 illustrate both clinical and 
non-clinical information being displayed on a computer display. Figure 118 illustrates a 
wireless docking system (1 100). Figures 125-128 illustrate various computer system 
functions such as order entry, pharmacy interaction (including inventory-note steps 
1532, 1534, 1536 and 1538). Figure 129 illustrates a locating and tracking system 
(2005) connected to the rest of the system. Figures 144-147 illustrate various types of 
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docking systems for said wheeled cabinets. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as t a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zerhusen in view of Clark et al (US 4,671 ,728). Zerhusen discloses the point of care 
system described above. Zerhusen does not expressly disclose, but Clark discloses 
use of a foot pedal (16) to dock and undock a wheeled transport device (1 ) from a 
docking station (medical diagnostic apparatus (2)). 

Both Zerhusen and Clark are considered analogous art because Zerhusen's 
point of care system connects with a dock, but does not specify the mechanism for 
doing so. See Zerhusen, paragraph (215). Clark presents the answer to this problem 

by presenting particulars of the docking and undocking means using a foot pedal 
for actuation. See Clark, col. 2, line 37-col. 3, line 10. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have used a foot pedal actuated latch to latch and unlatch Zerhusen's cart 
from the docking pylon. 

The suggestion/motivation would have been to provide precise docking to the 
pylon by the mating portions as well as to provide for safety by ensuring the latch is 
locked in its inoperative position, thereby preventing damage to either mating portions of 
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the clocking structure, as well as to quickly disconnect said docking structure. See 
Clark, col. 2, line 59-col. 3, line-10. 

Note also that Clark mentions that either manual or automatic means can be 
used interchangeably to accomplish the dock latching and unlatching. 
4. Claims 23, 34 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zerhusen in view of Hoshiden (JP08013873 A). Zerhusen discloses the point of 
care system described above. Zerhusen discloses latched compartments having lock 
mechanisms (246, 247, 252 and 264) which keep compartment (300) locked and 
covered when removed. See Zerhusen, paragraphs 96-98. 

Zerhusen does not expressly disclose, but Hoshiden discloses using a wireless 
lock actuation device to unlock a locked device. See Hoshiden, title and abstract. 

Both Zerhusen and Hoshiden are considered analogous art because Zerhusen's 
point of care system uses a locked container removable from its cart in a locked 
condition, but does not specify the mechanism for unlocking it. Clark presents the 
answer to this problem by teaching particulars of a wireless locking means. See 
Hoshiden, title and abstract. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have used a wirelessly actuated latch to lock and unlock Zerhusen's container 
when removed from the cart. 

The suggestion/motivation would have been to improve convenience. See 
Hoshiden, advantage section. Note also that one ordinarily skilled in the art would have 
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found it obvious to open a locked compartment that has been removed from Zerhusen's 
cart so as to allow double-checking if medication is inside or not. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Phoon et al 732, Foster et al '651 , Westbrooks, Jr. et al '915, 
Fuchs '917, Wang '183, Bishop '953, Pearce '976, Novak et al '412 and Boone et al 
'141 are all cited as examples of point of care systems with docking features. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeffrey A. Shapiro whose telephone number is 
(571)272-6943. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 9:00 AM- 
5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Donald P. Walsh can be reached on (571)272-6944. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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